Interest in supporting undergraduate research programs continues to grow within academic librarianship. This article presents how undergraduate research program coordinators perceive and value library support of their programs. Undergraduate research coordinators from a variety of institutions were surveyed on which elements of libraries and library services they valued, and where libraries could improve and develop services for undergraduate researchers and their faculty mentors. This article seeks to present a critical perspective on library support for undergraduate research programs from an important external constituent group of faculty and administrators. The data and recommendations can further conversations and aid collaboration between librarians and their campus colleagues.
"Reinventing Undergraduate Education: A Blueprint for America's Research Universities," most frequently referred to as the Boyer Report, outlined ten specific recommendations for research universities to address "a new model of undergraduate education at research universities that makes the baccalaureate experience an inseparable part of an integrated whole." 1 Developing programs to support undergraduate research, defined as "an inquiry or investigation conducted by an undergraduate student that makes an original intellectual or creative contribution to the discipline," is one of the recommendations. 2 The Boyer Report continues to be heavily referenced in the literature and has influenced curricular changes in higher education toward a more concrete focus on practices that enrich and increase undergraduate engagement. The Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) designated undergraduate research as a high-impact practice in 2008. 3 In fact, there has been a consistent growth in undergraduate research programs across all types of institutions and disciplines, as evidenced by the expansion of the Council on Undergraduate Research (CUR), which represents the interests of faculty members, campus coordinators, provosts and deans, and students in advocacy for and development of undergraduate research programs. In the past decade, the CUR has added the Health Science Division and the Arts & Humanities Division, and has expanded its membership to include community colleges, historically black colleges, and institutions outside of North America.
Concurrently, interest in supporting undergraduate research continues to grow within academic librarianship. Since the researchers began research in this area in 2011, the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) has taken steps to recognize the need for libraries to provide services and research support specifically designed for undergraduate researchers. An ACRL white paper titled, "The Intersections of Information Literacy and Scholarly Communication" was released in 2013 and outlined a broad conceptual framework for how libraries could align information literacy activities in order to increase efforts for student learning in areas of scholarly communication. It included several examples of libraries working with undergraduate researchers. 4 Additionally, the recent completion of the "ACRL Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education" includes "students as creators" as one of the guiding elements of the document and expands the role of library instruction to include the dissemination and preservation of original student work. 5 Furthermore, a number of publications over the past two years have demonstrated how libraries are actively seeking opportunities to support students and faculty mentors involved in undergraduate research. 6 The 2012 Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey offers an avenue for collaboration with faculty, stating "about 45% of respondents agreed that librarians help students to "develop their research skills," with a slight majority agreeing that libraries "contribute significantly to my students' learning by helping them to find, access, and make use of a range of secondary and primary sources in their coursework."" 7 However, the survey also noted that fewer respondents from the sciences agreed with both statements, which may represent a challenge for those librarians wishing to work with our faculty colleagues in these disciplines.
The authors of this article previously published a benchmark survey of library support for formal undergraduate research programs. 8 The researchers observed that libraries are supporting undergraduate research programs in a variety of ways including: offering collaboration and study space, information literacy instruction, collection support, assistance with designing and printing research posters, publishing support, dissemination and preservation of undergraduate work, and hosting and planning student symposia and conferences. The data also showed that there is considerable interest in further engagement on this topic; 66% of respondents indicated that a future forum to discuss and share information around issues related to undergraduate research would be helpful.
While individual libraries may assess the effectiveness and the value of their programs, there has not been an attempt to capture the perceptions of a principal stakeholder groupadministrators of undergraduate research programs (URPs) -of library support for URPs. This article seeks to further the conversation by asking how URP administrators perceive and value library support of their programs. The researchers sought to understand what elements of a library and its services administrators find valuable and what services librarians could improve to meet the needs of undergraduate researchers and their faculty mentors. This research fills a gap in the library and higher education literature and seeks to represent a critical perspective on library support for undergraduate research programs. Librarians can use the data and recommendations to further conversations with their campus colleagues. It is important that librarians and URP administrators come together in order to discuss best practices for supporting student researchers and faculty mentors, and it is the researchers hope that this article aids in catalyzing new and improved services and relationships.
Literature Review
The literature on undergraduate research within librarianship is nascent. Within the higher education literature as well as other disciplines, there is very little discussion of library support for URPs. There has been almost no attention paid toward stakeholder perceptions of library support for such programs in any literature. A recently published volume of essays, "Characteristics of Excellence in Undergraduate Research," is a "summary of best practices that support and sustain highly effective undergraduate research environments" but there are few mentions of library support. 9 Several chapter authors recognize library acquisitions as an essential element in administering effective campus-wide undergraduate research efforts; one noted that, "Inadequate library resources can be a significant barrier to the productivity and long-term success of an undergraduate research program." 10 While this statement suggests the high value that faculty place on collections support for their own research and for their students, there is no mention of information literacy or other collaborative efforts with librarians. The library is mentioned with other campus-wide services such as the "computer center, student health and counseling centers, recreation center, food services, etc." 11 In another recently published CUR volume, "Creative Inquiry in the Arts & Humanities," Klos shares a case study of a research methods course in the humanities that is cotaught by a faculty member and a librarian where the students are required to produce an annotated bibliography. 12 Shanahan shares a rubric of the scaffolding process for learning how to perform effective research in the humanities and encourages students writing a senior thesis to consult with the research librarian assigned to the course. 13 While such references may implicitly indicate that library support is valued, they are far and few between, and may indicate that teaching faculty do not have a full understanding for the scope of efforts, particularly educational efforts, made by librarians in supporting undergraduate research, that librarians have not done a sufficient job in marketing their services, and/or that the services and support provided were not worth mentioning for whatever reason.
Methodology
The goal of the survey was to understand how administrators of undergraduate research programs understood and perceived the contributions of their libraries to such programs. The researchers were interested in how administrators valued these contributions and what other services or support they thought libraries could provide. The survey was meant to be a complement to the previous survey of library support of undergraduate research programs.
Survey Design
The instrument was a branched survey consisting of 15 total questions (see Appendix A for the instrument and accompanying email). Only one question was required (Q1). The  Demographic and contact information In the introduction of the survey, undergraduate research programs were defined using the commonly cited CUR definition. The survey was heavily influenced by the responses to the previous survey which provides a benchmark of library support for undergraduate research programs; in particular, the researchers were able to broaden and refine answer choices based on experience with the previous survey. : In this section, the researchers wanted to determine first that the respondent did, in fact, administer an undergraduate research program. Then, because such programs can be administered in a variety of ways, Q1 was structured to allow a broader range of respondents including administrators of a college or departmental level and faculty mentors. Respondents who answered 'I don't know' or 'no' to this question were directed to the last section of the survey to provide demographic information. Respondents who answered that they had some role in an undergraduate research program or who answered 'other' were asked to provide which disciplines the program served (Q2-3) and the type of activities and services were offered through the program (Q4).
Identification of how libraries are involved (or not) in undergraduate research programs and the
value of such participation (Q5-11) : In this section, the most extensive, the respondents were asked a number of questions about library support for undergraduate research programs. The researchers first wanted to establish whether the library provided support (Q5), and, if not, why not (Q6). If a respondent answered 'no' to Q5, they were directed to Q6, and then directed to the last question in this section which asked what the library could do to provide such support (Q11).
If respondents answered 'yes', 'under development' or 'other' to Q5, they were directed to two questions which were meant to assess the respondent's perception of the value of library support for undergraduate research programs. Respondents were asked in Q7 whether or not they agreed with the statement, "The library is important to the success of the undergraduate research program." A 5-point Likert scale was used to assess agreement or disagreement with that statement. In Q8, the survey's most complicated question, respondents were asked to assess the value of individual components of library support or to indicate either that their library did not provide the service or that they did not know whether their library provided the service. It is
important to note that respondents were not asked to rank these components or to assess their value in relation to each other. Q9 asked how librarians were involved in the program, and Q10 asked what other resources the library was providing for the program. Q11 was an open-ended question inquiring, "What services could your library provide that could strengthen the undergraduate research program and student work?" Note that all respondents who answered in the affirmative or 'other' to Q1 had an opportunity to respond to Q11.
Demographic and Contact Information (Q12-15):
The final set of questions asked for basic information about the institution of the respondent, including its name and the size of the undergraduate student body. The survey also asked for the title of the respondent, and their email address if they were willing to be contacted for follow up questions.
The survey was developed with input from colleagues with survey construction expertise.
The survey instrument and protocols were reviewed by the Institutional Review Board at both the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and Illinois Wesleyan University but were found to be exempt given that the study was focused on services offered by institutions. The survey was piloted with three respondents representing a large public research university and a small private liberal arts college, and revisions were made accordingly before sending out the survey for wider distribution.
Survey Population and Dissemination
The survey was sent to administrators of undergraduate research programs using the same set of institutions that were developed in the 2012 research on library support for undergraduate . Where an institution belonged to one or more of these organizations, the institution was only included once. The membership lists were not rechecked in 2014, hence the analysis includes some institutions that are no longer members of any of these organizations.
The Carnegie Basic and Control Classifications was used to characterize the survey population. Approximately half of the institutions surveyed were private, not-for-profit (n=377; 50%); the remainder were public (n=381; 50%). There were no private, for-profit institutions in the survey population. Twenty-seven percent (n=205) were doctoral granting institutions, 39% (n=299) masters colleges or universities, 28% (n=210) were baccalaureate colleges, and the remainder (5.9%) were associate, special focus, or tribal institutions. The majority of institutions were based in the United States. It should be noted that this population is not representative of the total population of institutions of higher education within the United States (as counted by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching). For example, the percentage of doctoral granting research universities in the survey population is much higher than that of the total population (27% of the survey population versus 6% of the total population) and that of associate, special focus, or tribal institutions is very low (5.9% of the survey population versus 34.9% of the total population). 15 Campuses generally fall into one of two categories when it comes to organizing undergraduate research efforts: either there is a centralized office supporting undergraduate research or efforts are distributed across a campus with administrators seated in colleges or departments. For each institution, the lead administrator or coordinator of the undergraduate
research program was identified through a review of institutional web pages as well as through a database maintained by the Council on Undergraduate Research. In cases where there was not a campus-wide program a program or a contact at a more granular level was identified (at the college level, for example) using the CUR database; in some cases these contacts were simply faculty mentors for undergraduate researchers. A contact was identified at all institutions within the survey population. A survey invitation was sent to each of these individuals (n=758) with a link to the survey (which was available through Survey Monkey). In a handful of cases a notice was received that the person was no longer at the institution; in those cases, the researchers were able to identify another contact to whom to send the survey. The survey also stated that it could be forwarded to a more appropriate individual. The survey was open July 15 through August 13, 2013. At two points during this period, follow up emails were sent to those who had not responded to the survey as well as those who had responded but did not leave a name or institution (as we were unable to remove their name from the distribution list).
Survey results

Response rate and characterization of the demographic of respondents
After reviewing and cleaning the data, there were a total of 304 respondents out of 758 for a 40% response rate. Further review of the data identified that six percent (n=17) of the respondents could be characterized as junk responses (duplicates, for example) and discarded.
This left a total of 287 respondents or approximately a 38% response rate. These 287 respondents represented 246 institutions; 32 (11%) did not provide an institution name, and there were multiple respondents (9 total) from 6 institutions. Of these 246 institutions, 84% (n=207) were members of the Council on Undergraduate Research, 12% (n=29) were members of NITLE, 13% (n=36) were members of the Oberlin Group, and 17% (n=42) were members of ARL. Twenty- five percent (n=61) were members of two or more of these organizations. This represents a response rate of 30% of the CUR membership, 31% of the NITLE membership, 45% of the Oberlin Group membership, and 34% of the ARL membership. Six and a half percent (n=16) of institutions were not a member of any of these organizations; the researchers assume that these institutions dropped their membership in one or more of these organizations since the original survey population was developed in 2012. Thirty percent (n=87/287) had replied to the 2012 survey benchmarking library support for URPs; 70% (n=200) had not or we could not determine whether they had.
Using the Carnegie Basic and Control Classifications, the 237 respondents were characterized which provided institutional information and were based in the United States. 16 Four percent (n=10) were classified as Associate level institutions, 29% (n=68) were classified as Baccalaureate level institutions, 35% (n=82) were categorized as Masters level institutions, and 31% (n=74) were classified as Research institutions. Three institutions (1%) were classified as special focus institutions, 45% (n=106) were private, not-for-profit institutions, and 55% (n=131) were public institutions. The highest number of respondents (n=58; 25%) were private, Baccalaureate colleges. See Table 1 for a further breakdown of the respondents.
[Insert Table 1 ]
Institutional support for undergraduate research
Of the 287 analyzed responses, 59% (n=166) responded that they were responsible for the undergraduate research program at a campus level. Twenty-two percent (n=63) responded that they were responsible for the undergraduate research program at a college or department level, and 11% (n=33) responded that they were a faculty mentor in an undergraduate research program. Five percent (n=15) selected 'other,' and only 3% (n=10) responded that they did not have a role in an undergraduate research program. Those who answered 'no' were sent to the end of the survey (Q12) to provide demographic information, and did not see Q2-11. As discovered in previous research, undergraduate research programs appear to be active across disciplines. Respondents who answered that they were responsible for the undergraduate research program at a campus level or 'other,' were asked to indicate in which disciplinary areas their institution has an undergraduate research program in Q2 (n=181; 100%). Those who responded that they were responsible at a college or department level or that they were a faculty mentor were directed to a similar question in Q3 (n=96; 100%). Unsurprisingly, the majority of respondents who were responsible for URPs across a campus stated that their programs were active across all disciplines; however, the majority of respondents who were responsible at a college or department level represented programs in Life Sciences and Physical Sciences, with less representation from the Social Sciences and Humanities. Table 2 gives a breakdown of the disciplinary areas represented.
[Insert Table 2] In Q4 (n=277; 100%) the survey asked what type of services and programs were offered or sponsored as part of the undergraduate research program. The most commonly offered services or programs were: Travel funds (n=254; 97%), research symposia (n=252; 91%), formal faculty mentoring (n=224; 81%), and summer research opportunities (n=211; 76%). A breakdown of the services and programs offered by respondent type can be seen in Table 3 .
Services often supported by libraries -workshops, journals, and archiving student work online -
are not yet as common.
[Insert Table 3] Library support for undergraduate research programs and perceptions thereof
Title: A Survey of Campus Coordinators of Undergraduate Research Programs 14 Q5 (n=274; 99%) asked respondents whether the library provided support specific to the undergraduate research program. Fifty-four percent (n=149) responded that it did or that the support was under development. Eight percent (n=23) answered that they did not know, and 3% (n=9) answered 'other.' Thirty-four percent (n=93) responded that the library did not provide support for undergraduate research programs. These were sent to Q6 (n=93; 100%) which asked them to specify why the library did not provide services. The researchers note that the responses are reliant on the respondents' perceptions and understandings which could be faulty (and in fact, in a small number of cases, is, as highlighted in the discussion). As found in the previous research, the most common reason specified was that the library offered the same services to all undergraduates (n=68; 73%). The second most common reason (and perhaps the most disheartening) was that they had never thought of it (n=25; 27%).
Those that answered 'yes,' 'under development,' and 'other' were sent to Q7 (n=158; 100%) which asked the respondents to specify whether they agreed or disagreed (via a Likert scale) with the statement, "The library is important to the success of the undergraduate program."
Eighty-seven percent (n=138) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. Six percent (n=9) neither agreed or disagreed, and 7% (n=11) strongly disagreed with the statement.
No one selected the gradient of 'disagree.' Of the eleven that responded with 'strongly disagree,' the data was examined for possible explanations within the open-ended Q11, which asked for suggestions for library services that could strengthen undergraduate research. Six respondents shared some insight: provide a general introduction to the library for all undergraduate research students; more research-focused instruction followed by individual work with research groups; poster printing; support for an online database of student work; and, interestingly, one compliment recognizing the success of a current partnership. The researchers were also interested in understanding whether these percentages changed if the question was broken down by respondent type (i.e. responsible at campus level, responsible at college or department level, or faculty mentor). In most cases, the responses were roughly similar, except that all of those who strongly disagreed with the statement were responsible for undergraduate research programs at the campus level. See Table 4 for a breakdown of how different respondent types replied to Q7.
[Insert Table 4] In Q8, respondents were asked to rank library services in terms of their value for support of student work and their campus undergraduate research program. This was the most complicated question; because the researchers were interested in only assessing the value of services offered, the survey also asked respondents to indicate if the service was not offered or if they did not know whether the service was offered. Table 5 provides a breakdown of the responses. Easily the most valued element of library programs was instruction on research and publication with 87% (n=111) ranking it as "More Valuable." Expanded support for collections was ranked the second most valuable service with 73% (n=71) of respondents ranking it "More Valuable." The least offered service was Awards (for best papers or posters) with 61% (n=95) of respondents indicating that the library did not offer that service. Respondents who added their own examples referenced collaborations with the campus Writing Center, library building expansions to include space for undergraduate researchers, and librarians as resources for students in undergraduate research programs. Two respondents reported that in some cases, the undergraduate research center, not the library, provided the services listed in Q8.
[Insert Table 5 ] Eighteen percent (n=28) responded that librarians are not involved in the undergraduate research program while 44% (n=67) reported that a librarian(s) was assigned as a liaison. In the previous survey, 59.9% (n=100) of respondents reported no single librarian had been assigned to provide support to campus undergraduate research programs. 17 Q10 asked whether the library provided funding beyond human resources to support services. Forty percent (n=61) responded that the library did not provide any other funding. Twenty-nine percent (n=45) noted that the library provided collections.
In analyzing the open-ended responses from Q11 in relation to this question, three respondents did suggest that the library could underwrite speakers and help to pay for the cost of a student symposium.
Q11 (n=157; 57%)
, was an open-ended question asking, "What services could your library provide that could strengthen the undergraduate research program and student work?" All respondents to Q5 onward (n=274) had an opportunity to answer this question. The responses were multi-faceted and reaffirmed numerous services already mentioned in the survey and uncovered suggestions for areas of growth. Thirty-four percent (n=53) of the responses to Q11 mentioned instruction, workshops, short courses, specialized training, tutorials or research seminars with one respondent noting, "We are in the process of developing a series of seminars on topics related to student research. The library is a full partner in this process, making the program more accessible to students across campus. They also promote undergraduate research within their space, and of course work one-on-one with students seeking research support."
Suggested topics for instruction were varied and included general research skills (e.g., how to find materials in the library, using research tools, how to search for articles, literature reviews), with 40% of those suggestions specific either to special formats, such as archival materials or scientific literature, or to the skills needed to effectively share products of research and creative activity. These included: practicing for presentations or speeches, designing posters, creating PowerPoint slides, or simply, writing and presenting. This most common response for more information literacy instruction was not unanticipated given the momentum that academic libraries have seen generally in this area in the past decade.
In terms of dissemination of research, Q11 elicited several mentions of undergraduate research journals and publishing services, as well as archiving and creating public access to products of undergraduate research (n=30; 19%). One respondent suggested, "The library could take an even more active role in archiving undergraduate research, and in providing support in publishing/disseminating undergraduate research." Another stated, "I like the idea of providing public access to undergraduate work, and I would like to collaborate with them on it."
Other comments referred to more traditional library services. Not surprisingly, a fair number of responses called for access to more research materials, specifying online journals and databases, but also for primary source and archival materials (n=30; 19%), which may be an indicator of how undergraduate research programs are growing in the social sciences and humanities. Faster interlibrary loan service was mentioned several times. Dedicated space was also a common response (n=30; 19%), with a few mentions of use of space to prepare presentations, group research spaces, or to meet with faculty mentors. In addition, ten respondents highlighted a desire for library space to showcase student work.
There were a few comments that indicated URP administrators were either only relatively satisfied with their library's current level of support or they were skeptical of the library's role in
Title: A Survey of Campus Coordinators of Undergraduate Research Programs 18 undergraduate research. One respondent remarked, "The most important aspect of library support that students need to learn is finding and then reading the literature in the specific discipline.
That however, is probably done more effectively by the faculty." Another was clearly frustrated by a library policy affecting students, "I think that a (sic) the most important change or service is to set aside [the] rule that restrict (sic) librarians to 10 minutes support for a student." Interlibrary loan continues to be a valuable service for undergraduate researchers and one respondent requested, "Full color PDF access to journal articles, rather than blurry black-and-white Xeroxes of articles supplied through interlibrary loan requests." And another observed, "I guess I just don't look to the library to provide these services. I think the faculty themselves would provide better, more targeted support."
However, several respondents took the opportunity to compliment their library and librarians as well:
Our library serves our department well, and in doing so, they support our undergraduate research program well. We have excellent online access to scientific databases and scientific journals. We have a dedicated science librarian who can help us fid [sic] content and secure resources when needed. We have a very responsive ILL office. There is dedicated staff and equipment on site to help students prepare presentations. We are a primarily undergraduate institution, and thus these resources serve all students. We have not been wanting.
There were also references to collaboration:
We have just begun to strengthen and expand the collaboration between undergraduate research and the libraries, and there is enormous potential.
Librarians are offering more skill building workshops for undergrad researchers; Another attested: I think that is it a real strength of our library that they consider ways of partnering with other organizations on campus to provide some of the services you listed rather than looking to do all of the work themselves.
The remainder of the questions were demographic in nature (and are included earlier in the overview). The researchers were gratified to see that nearly half (n=140; 49%) of the respondents were willing to be contacted for a follow-up interview.
Discussion
Overall, the data show that URP administrators value the library and the services provided. Many are aware of the roles that librarians have taken on for their institutions related to supporting undergraduate research. Library instruction is highly valued and in particular, instruction that focuses on those skills specific to supporting in-depth research; the researchers believe that this may indicate that administrators recognize the role of librarians in teaching competencies such as improving search strategies, literature reviews and annotation, and preparation of research results. These types of sessions could be used as a gateway to introduce more advanced information literacy topics. It would also be useful to further and more intentionally integrate issues of scholarly communication into instruction efforts for undergraduate researchers which would be mutually beneficial to students, librarians, and faculty mentors. The 2012 survey showed that 86% (n=141) of libraries are providing instruction to undergraduate researchers, with respondents indicating thriving information literacy activities around the publication and dissemination of original student work. In this survey, we see increasing interest among URP administrators for libraries to participate more fully in this area, which brings with it educative opportunities on copyright, permissions, author rights, and more.
Bringing scholarly communication concepts into the classroom would help to establish the library as a partner in all aspects of the lifecycle of scholarship and research.
Libraries are also increasingly well-positioned to provide the intellectual and technical infrastructure support for the dissemination of undergraduate research, and where these services are offered, they were of high value to the respondents. Services such as support for poster creation and printing, student symposia, promotion and exposure of student work whether through undergraduate research journals or in the institutional repository, were all designated as valuable by respondents and we predict the demand for these types of services will only continue to expand.
As surveys often spark ideas, several respondents shared innovative suggestions for consideration: collaborate with faculty in research and scholarship intensive courses, invite librarians to act as peer mentors, share visuals that summarize undergraduate research results, acknowledgement of "best/award winning" projects, and use of social media to showcase student work. There was also the suggestion for training in the use of survey software, something most librarians might associate with the needs of graduate students and faculty. One respondent recommended earmarking funding for collection development initiated by student request because "… it offers students the ability to take research initiative [sic] in an independent manner (and in consultation then with librarians)." The researchers hypothesize from these
comments that undergraduate researchers may increasingly have more sophisticated research needs than once understood, and that their needs are beginning to more closely mirror the needs of graduate students and faculty, albeit in a novice manner. As undergraduate research programs continue to advance throughout the disciplines, there may be the need to provide more unconventional research services and technology, for example, in areas such as digital humanities and data management. The results also saw evidence of deeper support for undergraduate research in the previous work, with one library conducting an assessment of advanced research needs of undergraduates, and another establishing a lab and hiring a data librarian specifically to support curricular development in that area. 18 In retrospect, Q8 could have been approached in a different manner. This was a complicated question in which the survey asked respondents to identify the value of specific library services. In looking at the results, it became apparent that some respondents valued all or most of the services but there was no way of discerning how URP coordinators would rank these services according to their students' needs. This could be especially important for libraries looking to prioritize services in times of tight budgets and limited dedicated personnel. For example, "Assistance with securing rights for material included in publications" would take expertise in the area of copyright and fair use, whereas "Hosting undergraduate research journal(s)" and "Awards (e.g. for best papers or posters)" would require funds in addition to human resources and/or technical infrastructure. If the question were to be revised, it would ask respondents to weigh the services against one another in terms of their perceived value. The question was also murky since it relied on the knowledge of the respondent, who may or may not be familiar with the extent of library services available or possible upon request as one respondent noted, "In fact, they may offer such things now and I am just unaware of them." The researchers did identify an opportunity for URP administrators and librarians to increase and improve their communication. While over half (54%; n=149) of the respondents stated that their institutional library provides or is planning support for undergraduate research programs, on the flip side of this question are the administrators that stated their institution's library did not provide support (34%; n=93). While it should be acknowledged that the survey relies upon the administrator's knowledge of their library's range of services, we wondered if there might be an alignment between the two surveys where the same institution provided data. 19 Ninety-three respondents from this survey responded that their library did not provide specific support for undergraduate research. Of these, it was determined that the corresponding library had responded to the 2012 survey in thirty-seven cases. Of those thirty-seven URP administrators, twenty-eight stated that their library didn't provide support for undergraduate research, six said that there were currently plans 'under development,' and three responded 'I don't know.' In looking at the same thirty-seven libraries, six libraries stated that their campus does not have an undergraduate research program or they did not know whether it did (when in fact it did). In ten cases, the URP administrators were correct that the library did not offer services for URPs; it should be noted, however, that six libraries stated that they do not provide support because they have not been asked. Of these six, four of the corresponding URP administrators noted that they thought the libraries did not provide services because they offered the same level of service to all undergraduates, one responded that 'campus politics' played a role, and one never thought to work with the library. The remainder of the libraries (n=21) did provide some level of service (about which, again, the URP administrator did not know). The services that were identified included providing dedicated space, funding awards, participation in designing curriculum, serving on advisory boards, assignment of liaisons, specialized collection 
Conclusion
The possibilities for future research in this area are abundant. The authors of this article plan to use data from the 2012 article and this one to compare the institutions that responded to both surveys; the researchers are also interested in further analyzing the data to look at differences in responses by discipline. The question of the dissemination of student work through showcase versus publishing of undergraduate research is also of interest, and with increasing attention being placed on how institutions can demonstrate value, this line of research would be beneficial to admissions, student services, and alumni offices as well as the library.
The question of scaling up library services for undergraduate researchers as opposed to offering the same level of services to all undergraduates continues to be a vital question. As libraries develop outreach and engage faculty and undergraduate research offices, will that community begin to express a need for more specialized services, and if so, how can the library respond while still maintaining core services for all? improve their contributions so the question of impact can be answered fully from multiple perspectives. This survey has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Information that could identify the responses of a specific institution in our analysis will not be shared, only the aggregated results and anonymized comments will be included in publication or presentation. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or complaints, please contact the University 
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Thank you very much for taking this survey. The survey results will aid libraries and librarians by benchmarking the current state of library services to undergraduate research programs, and will inform the next stage of our research: examining best practices and strategies for library support of undergraduate research programs. We hope the survey results will also inform conversations between librarians, faculty, and administrators around support of undergraduate research programs. 
